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oday’s theological mentality shows signs of inability
to recover from the shock caused by the scientific rev-

olution. This revolution substituted science for theology
as the source of answers to questions about the origin of
life, i.e. the questions that perturb every human being. This
radical shift came about because of a threefold attack
during the latter half of the nineteenth century:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The challenge of the scientific community when
Charles Darwin wrote his revolutionary On the Ori-
gin of Species by Means of Natural Selection (1859).
In his book, Darwin advanced a hypothesis of evolu-
tion to explain the origin of species.

The second challenge came from the German theolog-
ical circles (more exactly, from the so-called Religion-
sgeschichtliche Schule), when Hermann Gunkel wrote
his Schoepfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit: Eine
religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung uber Gen 1 und
Ap Jon 12 (1895). He argued that the Hebrew version
of creation was just another ancient Near East folk-
tale which, in the course of time, was improved by its
transmitters’ philosophical and theological insights.

The third challenge came from the German school of
literary criticism. In 1878, Julius Wellhausen wrote
his Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels, where he ar-
gued that there were at least two distinct accounts of
creation in Ge 1 and Ge 2, and that these two contra-
dicted each another at various points.
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Since this time, any exegetical endeavors related to the
creation accounts have been framed by the dialectic inter-
action between the thesis of the “order” observed in Ge 1 (or
Ge 1:1-2:3) and Ge 1:1, and, on the opposite side, the an-
tithesis of the “chaos” of Ge 2 (or Ge 2:4-25) and Ge 1:2.
Such an approach has its own “existential” background:
more than two thousand years of the Septuagint’s exposi-
tion consists of the “prior understanding” (a term of R.
Bultmann) in this exegesis.

Even among evangelicals there is no clear agreement
regarding the model of the creation. Bruce Waltke, the
leading scholar in this research, observes: “Evangelicals
agree that the Bible is the inspired word of God. And they
reject in unison any approach that treats Scripture with a
profound skepticism regarding its historical credibility.
Yet when they read Genesis 1:1-2:3, there is anything but
unanimity.”!

In our article, we shall analyze the existing models of
creation by means of the so-called “close reading” of the
texts of Ge 1 and Ge 2, i.e., reading them in their inspired
totality. We shall use the Hebrew texts as the basis de-
signing for fourth, alternative model of creation, rather
than the doctrine of creation (as was done, for example, by
G. von Rad). We shall stand on the side of the confession-
al reader of the Bible, rather than on the side of the hypo-
thetical “original author” of Genesis with its more hypo-
thetical “Sitz im Leben” (as was done by H. Gunkel).

1. Three Evangelical Models of Creation in Ge 1:1-3

There are three models of creation currently discussed in
evangelical circles: (1) the Gap (Restitution) Theory; (2)
the Pre-creation Chaos Theory; and (3) the Creatio ex Ni-
hilo Model.2 Each model has been argued for by its propo-
nents in connection with the syntactic peculiarities of Ge
1:1-3.3 The point which is common to all views is that Ge
1:2 consists of a description of the primeval cosmos in
terms of watery “chaos.”* According to the Gap Theory,
the “chaos” of Ge 1:2 occurred immediately after God’s
perfect creation of the universe described in Ge 1:1. The
Pre-creation Chaos Theory, on the other hand, identifies
the “chaos” of Ge 1:2 with the condition of the cosmos
before creation. The Creatio ex Nihilo Model, in turn, as-
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cribes to Gen 1:1 the same “chaos” as in Ge 1:2. In all
three models, there are at least two unsolved problems: (1)
the problem of the creation of imperfect “chaos” by a per-
fect God, and (2) the problem of the pre-existence of ever-
lasting matter, which makes God merely the craftsman of
the universe.

Before dealing with these problems and thus config-
uring the fourth model of creation, we are going to dis-
cuss in detail the three currently existing models.

1.1. Model One: Restitution Theory

According to the proponents of this view, the statement
of Ge 1:1, “In the beginning God created the heavens and
the earth,” consists of an independent sentence describ-
ing the original, perfect creation, which occurred for the
first time millions of years ago. Ge 1:2 represents an in-
dependent sentence describing the condition of the creat-
ed universe after the fall of Satan. Ge 1:3, in its turn, is
interpreted as an independent sentence describing the first
step of re-creation done by God, which He started around
4000 years ago.
At the time of the original perfect creation (Ge 1:1),
Satan ruled the world. But later he rebelled against God,
and the detailed picture of this rebellion, according to the
restitutionists, occursin Isa 14:9-14 and Ez 28:12-15.5 God  ° The Scofield Reference
punished the world for this sin and turned the perfect cre- Bible (New York: Oxford
ation into chaos as narrated in Ge 1:2. The passage of Ge University Press, 1609), 3.
1:3-31, on the other hand, reflects the process of God’s re-
creation of the judged world. The proponents of the mod-
el insist: “Jeremiah 4:23-26, Isaiah 24:1, and 45:18, clear-
ly indicate that the earth had undergone a cataclysmic
change as the result of the divine judgement. The earth ;4
bears everywhere the marks of such a catastrophe.”®
This theory enables the exegete somehow to conform  gayne, Genesis One Re-
theology with scientific data.” Also, the view has a consid- considered (London: Tyn-
erable theological impact, explaining the otherwise mys- dift}:;is{;gﬁit 7,Ir,1hel
terious career of Satan.® At the same time, the view has %reation Account in Gen-
many weak points and nowadays belongs to the past histo- esis 1:1-3. Part II,” 138.
ry, since argument that Ez 28:12-15 and Isa 14:9-14 prove )
that in Ge 1:2 God destroyed the earth was created by B?;,};g%%ﬁzg,fef;ﬁﬁie

means of systematic thought rather than grounded firmly mendous passage works
in Ge 1. the beginning of sin in
the universe.”
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1.2. Model Two: Pre-creation Chaos Theory

This theory has been adopted by many commentators of
the book of Genesis.? It differs from the view of Restitu-
tion Theory in that the pre-creationists do not deny the
possibility of chaos’ eternal existence.!® Accordingly, God’s
creation includes basically the process of the transforma-
tion of eternal, unmolded matter into the ordered cosmos.!!
God is the Almighty Creator in the sense that by His Word,
He transformed “chaos” into cosmos.!?

First, the pre-creationists argue that Ge 1:1 constitutes
a general declaration about creation; they build this argu-
ment on the points of similarity between Ge 1:1-3 and Ge
2:4-7, and between Ge 1:1-3 and the introduction to the
Enuma Elish .

Second, they argue that the word x-2 (“created”), which
occurs for the first time in Ge 1:1, does not denote the
creatio ex nihilo, because the ancient Near East versions
did not understand creatio ex nihilo to be the meaning of
the word;!* »12 has been used in the Bible interchangeably
with other verbal constructions as “to make,” “to craft,”'®
and calls attention to the marvelous creative acts of God
not at all to creation out of nothing.!¢

Third, according to the pre-creationists, Ge 1:2 con-
veys negative information, so God is not responsible for
the state of the universe described here.'” Such a chaotic
condition cannot be called into existence by a perfect God,
for Isa 45:18 clearly states that :7n was not created by
God.'® Grammatically, Ge 1:2 should be subordinated to the
immediately following v. 3.1°

The fourth argument of the pre-creationists may be
presented as follows: the Genesis creation accounts are
quite similar to other ancient Near East cosmogonies in
the sense that all of them assume the existence of chaos
prior to creation.?’ In particular, the similarity between Ge
1:2 and the corresponding verse in the Enuma Elish is
twofold: (1) formally, they both contain three adverbial
clauses that carry a negative sense, and (2) in their con-
tent, both “present a primeval, dark, watery, and formless
state prior to creation,...” and “both agree about the or-
der of creation.”?

The Pre-creation Chaos Theory has many critics who
point out that the similarities between Ge 1:1-3 and Ge
2:4-7 exist, but the styles of narration in these two ac-
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counts are different.2?2 The correlation between Gel:1 and
Ge 1:3 is different too: the luminaries have already been
included in the phrase “heaven and earth,” in Ge 1:1, and
Ge 1:3 depicts “...the sun’s breaking through the morn-
ing darkness...” as described in Ge 44:3, Ex 10:23, and Ne
8:3.28 Ge 2:4 has a chiastic structure, which cannot be said
of Ge 1:1; the analogy becomes exact if the line of com-
parison is drawn between Ge 1:1-3 and Ge 2:4b-7.2* Also,
the interchangeability of the word x-2 (Ge 1:1) is in doubt:
the only subject of this verb in the Bible is God, and it is a
distinet word for creation.? This word “never takes the
accusative of the material from which a thing is
made...”?6 Also, the critics of this model argue that if Moses
wanted to convey a general summary in Ge 1:1, he would
not begin with “in the beginning,” because this word de-
notes something more.?” They argue that the binary oppo-
sition “heaven and earth” reflects the physical world in
its totality, the world that has been created by God, who is
the Creator of everything.2s

Bruce Waltke, one of the leading scholars defending
pre-creationism, tries to “de-parenthesize” Ge 1:2 insist-
ing on a negative sense to this verse.?® In our view, the
verse must surely be “de-parenthesized,” but understood
as positive explaining the unprecedented nature of God’s
creation expressed in the unit of Ge 1:1-2. In this case,
the compound “formless and empty” does not denote cha-
0s, but conveys the sense that the earth was not yet ready
to be inhabited by humankind.?® The same, but more de-
tailed sense is conveyed in Ge 2:5-6: “formless and emp-
ty” refers to the condition of the land in its “not yet” state,
before God made it “good.”® The compound “formless and
empty” does not suggest a chaotic condition; rather, it re-
fers to a state of “aridness and unproductiveness” as in
Jer 4:23, “desolation” in Isa 34:11.32 Thus the force of the
compound “formless and empty” as a “negative” designa-
tion has been overestimated by the pre-creationists.3? The
word “darkness” in Ge 1:2 as a part of God’s creation should
bear a positive sense,? and, accordingly, Ge 1:2 should be
considered in the united block of Ge 1:1-2.% If “Spirit of
God” (Ge 1:2) obviously has a positive meaning,3¢ the word
“darkness,” from the same verse, has the same positive
meaning.?” The “darkness” is a stage in God’s creative
scheme, consisting of a description of the night in oppo-
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sition to the light which is a description of the day itself
appearing in the following verses (Ge 1:4, 5, 18).% In oth-
er words, the “darkness” in Ge 1:2 is used as a binary op-
position to the “light” of Ge 1:3, and both words consti-
tute a compound “darkness and light.”

1.3. Model Three: Creatio Ex Nihilo Theory

Historically speaking, this model underwent many modi-
fications and changes, but the main theological idea re-
mained unchanged, that: “...the world began, and was made
of God, out of nothing.”®® This view affirms God’s exist-
ence before creation and the potential of life in the mat-
ter created.’® Accordingly, the expression “in the begin-
ning” refers to the absolute beginning of the material
universe denoted by the phrase “heaven and earth.”*

In earlier exegesis, the word x2 (“created,” Ge 1:1) has
been perceived as denoting per se creation out of
nothing.*2 Modern interpreters consider the meaning of
%12 and the concept ex nihilo as separate issues: “By itself,
bara would probably not mean all that the concept of ‘cre-
ation from nothing’ entails. Within the context of Gene-
sis 1, however, it would have been the most appropriate
Hebrew term available.”* The researchers donot deny that
x921in Ge 1:1 intends the ex nihilo for the following rea-
sons: (1) the “beginning” in the absolute state suggests an
origin, a starting point; (2) the verse does not tell any-
thing about the “beginning” of God, and this implies that
“God existed ‘before beginning’ — hence, eternally — and
that the material did not.”*

Inlike to the pre-creationists, the proponents of the Ex
Nihilo Theory suggest a confessional, not merely a formal
reading of Ge 1:1. The sense of the passage is similar to
Jer 10:11-12 and Ps 96:5, and it influenced later biblical
writings such as Jn 1:3 and Heb 11:3.%

Some proponents of ex nihilo insist that Ge 1:2 de-
scribes the condition of the land before God prepared it
for human beings, and that the unit of Ge 1:2-2:3 tells about
this preparation.® Accordingly, “formless and empty” (Ge
1:2) does not describe a chaotic condition, but rather
“...stretch of wasteland, a wilderness not yet inhabitable
by human beings.”*"

Also, the proponents say that the ex nihilo model has
strong biblical grounds.*® In the narrative of the first
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chapter of Genesis (more exactly Ge 1:1-2:3), this model
is not presented explicitly, but is implicit: the passage of
Isa 40:21 consists of the intra-biblical, explicit reference
to an absolute beginning, presented in Ge 1:1.*° Through-
out the Scripture, God is presented as the Creator and
the ultimate Source of the totality of all existing things
(Ro 11:36; 1Co 8:6; Eph 3:9; Col 1:16; Rev 1:8; 4:11;
Pr 8:22-23; Jn 1:3); as a self-sufficient and eternal Be-
ing (Ps 102:25-27; Isa 44:24; 45:18; 46:9; 48:12).%
God’s Word alone brought the universe into existence
(Ps 33:6, 9).51

Heb 11:3 affirms the ex nihilo, denying that “the
created universe originated from primeval material and
anything observable.”?? The expression “Word of God”
also does not correspond well with the idea of pre-exist-
ing matter.®

The critics of the model admit that ex nihilo is the
only model able to satisfy the strictly monotheistic view
of the Bible.* At the same time, they raise two objections
to the view: first, they point out that the compound “heaven
and earth” never has the meaning of disorderly chaos, but
always of an ordered world, and thus does not correspond
well with the statement in Ge 1:2;5° and second, that it is
a logical contradiction that God first “created” (Ge 1:1)
chaos when this chaos was the state of the universe before
creation. %

From an evangelical perspective, the are three ways to
hand the objection: (1) to theologize beyond the frame-
work of ex nihilo; this possibility has been held by B.
Waltke; (2) to assign the expression “heaven and earth” a
more plausible meaning suitable to the “disorder” of Ge
1:2; this possibility has been held by Luther, and embraced
in modern times by G. Wenham and M. Rooker;>” and (3)
to eliminate exegetically the “chaotic” perception of Ge
1:2; this was taken into consideration by Albert M. Wolters,
John H. Sailhamer, and David Tsumura,’® who insist that
the expression “formless and empty” does not mean
“chaos,”? but the condition of the land before God made
it “good.”%% Sailhamer, Particularly has insisted, that Ge 1:1
“not only identifies the Creator but also explains the ori-
gin of the world,”%! and, accordingly, the “formless and
empty” condition of the earth in Ge 1:2 does not mean a
return to primeval chaos.
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2. Model Four: A Possible Configuration

The starting point of the fourth model may be presented
as follows: the two beginning chapters of Genesis (more
exactly Ge 1:1-2:3 and Ge 2:4-25) consist of two narra-
tives about the same creation, which are told from differ-
ent angles. This is the usual Hebrew pattern: to present
the general summary first, followed by a detailed descrip-
tion.6?

For example, in Ge 28:10ff., the narrator intentionally
describes in detail Jacob’s trip to Haran even though Ja-
cob is already in Haran, according to the previous passage
(Ge 28:5). The same pattern is observable in Ge 22: God’s
request to Abraham in v. 2 is followed by a detailed pre-
sentation of the actions of Abraham (Ge 22:2ff.).

The same pattern is observable when we compare por-
tions of Ge 1:1-2:4a and Ge 2:4b-25. Michael Fishbane
points out that the second portion,

“...purports to provide, retrospectively, new details
concerning the creation just described. ...The narrative
moves swiftly from the time of creation ‘before’ man
(vv. 4b-6) to the time of his creation and placement in
the earthly paradise of Eden (vv. 7-15).763

Gordon J. Wenham points out that the so-called “J”
and “P” sources behind the creation texts “...[are] much...
closer to each other than is usually held.”%

2.1. Co-ordination of the Creation Accounts

Our starting points may be presented as follows:

(1) The connection between the two creation accounts (Ge
1:1-2:3 and Ge 2:4-25) is complementary;5

The division between the accounts has been crafted by
the author of the Pentateuch intentionally, so that each
account has its own strategic development through-
out the Pentateuch;

(2)

(3) This strategy is observable in regard to such Pen-
tateuchal topics as “blessing and curse,” “good and
evil” (first account), and “these are the generations,”

“life and death,” and “food” (second account).

borocaoBckume pasmelaeHus #5, 2005



Three Evangelical Models of Creation

2.2. Genesis Chapter One and the Pentateuch

2.2.1. “Blessing and Curse”

In the Pentateuch, there are sixteen passages which spell
out the compound “blessing and curse” verbally: Ge 1:22;
1:28; 2:3; 3:14-19; 4:11; 9:1; 9:25; 9:26; 12:1-3; 17:16;
17:20; 24:60; 25:11; 27:27-29; 39:5, and Dt 30:15-20.

Ge 1-3 consists of a paradigm in which “blessing” is
connected with creation before the Fall, and “curse” with
the post-Fall creation. In Ge 4-11, Noah and Shem are
“blessed,” while Cain and Canaan are “cursed.” In Ge 12:1-
3, the promise to Abram can be traced back to Ge 1-3: the
promise itself as a promise of restoration of conditions
before the Fall. Strategically, the parallel goes between the
presentation of God’s calling Noah out of the ark in Ge
8:15-20 and the calling of Abraham in Ge 12:1-7: the theme
of new beginning harmonizes the images of Noah and
Abraham.% The Ge 8:20-9:17 passage, which stands be-
tween the passages about Noah’s and Abram’s calls, con-
sists of an account of the covenant, thus connecting com-
positionally and theologically the original creation and the
establishment of the covenant. 5

On the other hand, the Ge 3:14-19 portion consists of
a series of “curses” used in contrast to the “blessings” in
Ge 1:1-2:3 (i.e., in Ge 1:22; 28; 2:3). In the unfolding com-
position of the Pentateuch, in Ge 49, Nu 23-24, and Dt 33,
the reversal of the original “blessed” condition occurs. The
literary strategy unfolds according to the following
scheme: “blessing” — “cursing” — reversed “blessing.”% In
this regard, the connection between the reversed curse of
Jer 4:23 and the Ge 1:2 passage’s “chaos” cannot be sub-
stantiated: such a reversal is possible because God is Al-
mighty, but at the same time, it is impossible for God has
already promised Noah to preserve the earth (Ge 8:20-22).

2.2.2. “Good and Evil”

The topic of “good and evil” has also been used by the
Pentateuch’s narrator selectively in order to compose the
form of the first creation account.

The creation before the Fall (Ge 1) is described as be-
ing “good” (Ge 1:4, 10, 18, 21, 25, and 31). The following
narrative contrasts “good” and “evil,” thus unfolding the
composition in antithetical tension with Ge 1: Ge 2:9, 12,
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18; 6:5; 12:16; 26:29; 32:12; 41:22-24; 45:18; 50:20; Ex
1:20; Nu10:29;14:7; 24:5; Dt 3:25, 30:15-20. Humankind’s
“evil” heart is mentioned twice in Ge 6:5, compositionally
oposed to the language of “good” in Ge 1. The general con-
clusionin Ge 1-11 is that the “good” creation became “evil.”
Yet, in the context of the entire book of Genesis, this “good”
is not lost forever: in the following patriarchal narratives
that follow (Ge 12-50) the patriarchs, themselves their fam-
ilies, and their descendants are identified as people abid-
ing in “goodness.”

Interestingly enough, the reversal here is similar to the
oneinregard to the “blessing” and “curse:” “good” — “evil”
— reversed “good” (i.e., reversal of “evil” into “good”).
More than that, both topics — “good and evil” and “bless-
ing and curse” — start in the same Ge 1 and come together
again in Dt 30:15-20: Israel, like Adam and Eve, can choose
“blessing” or “curse,” “good” or “evil,” “obedience” or “dis-
obedience.”

2.3. Genesis Chapter Two and the Pentateuch

2.3.1. “These Are the Generations”

The expression “these are the generations” (nit%n) is used
throughout the Pentateuch repeatedly, but beyond Gene-
sis it is used only once in Nu 3:1 in strong correspondence
to its first occurrence in Ge 2:4:
Ge 2:4 Thisistheaccount (ni7%in) of the heavens and the
earth when they were created. When the Lord
God made the earth and the heavens.

Nu 3:1 Thisistheaccount (niv%in)of the family of Aaron
and Moses at the time the Lord talked with
Moses on Mount Sinai.

In the Hebrew text, the parallel between these two vers-
es is as follows:

(1) The passage in Nu 3:1 replaces “heavens and earth”
with “Aaron and Moses,” and “made the earth and
the heavens” with “talked with Moses on Mount Si-
nai,” while the expressions “at the time the Lord” and
“this is the account” are the same in both passages;

(2) The Hebrew words “Moses” (nwn) and “heavens” (amw),
“Aaron” (mmx) and “earth” (yox), share strong consonant
similarities.
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The author of the Pentateuch points out here that Cov-
enantal Israel is a means to restore the new (reversed) cre-
ation of “heavens and the earth.”6°

2.3.2. “Life and Death”

The verbal parallel expression “life and death” is carried
throughout the Pentateuch: Ge 2:9; 2:17; 3:24; 7:3; 45:5;
Lev 18:5; Nu 14:38; Dt 30:15-20.

Note that together with the expressions “blessings and
curses” and “good and evil” discussed above, this phrase
also reaches its literary culmination in Dt 30:15-20. “Life
and death” discloses the literary strategy of the second
chapter of Genesis, while the other two expressions men-
tioned relate to the strategy of the first chapter.

2.3.3. “Food”

Another term that determines the form of the composi-
tion of Ge 2:4-25 is the word “food.” As a verbal construc-
tion, this word occurs in the following passages of the Pen-
tateuch: Ge 2:9; 2:17; 3:17-19; 8:11; 9:3; 9:20; Ex 10:15;
16:1-21; 23:25; Lev 11:1-47; 19:23; 25:18; 26:1-46; Nu
11:7; and Dt 28:3-14. In the Old Testament, the words
“food” and “life” have been used interchangeably.” The
idea of a direct connection between obedience and suffi-
cient “food” already occurs in the second creation account
(Ge 2:9 and Ge 2:17).

The strategic disclosure of the intent of the author of
the second account is undertaken in a particularizing and
anthropomorphizing manner: in Lev 26:1-46, the creation
covenant (Ge 2)is anthropomorphized as the covenants with
Jacob, Isaac, and Abraham (v. 42a), and connected with the
fourth covenant for the land (v. 42b, 43). The particular-
ization of Dt 28:3-14 completes the Pentateuchal compo-
sition in regard to “food.”

2.34. The Fourth Model

The theme of the Almighty Creator of “the heavens and
the earth” couples the verbal compositions discussed above
into the unified design of the Pentateuch. There is a sharp,
intentional contrast between the first two verses of the
Bible, as well as between the first two chapters of the Bi-
ble. At the same time, there is a striking correspondence
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among the verses and the chapters of the Pentateuch, so that

the theological significance of this correspondence prevails
over the contrast. In other words, the contrast reveals more

clearly concordance and theological unity of the Pentateuch:

eY)
(2

3)

(4)

The topic of “order” unifies Ge 1:1-2:3 and Ge 1:1.

The topic of “chaos” unifies, in its own order, Ge 2:4-25
and Ge 1:2.

The topic of “order” (Ge 1:1-2:3 and Ge 1:1) goes beyond
the book of Genesis developing its own strategy within
the Pentateuch:

A) The theme of “blessing and curse” (Ge 1:22, 28,
through Dt 30:15-20);

B) The theme of “good and bad” (Ge 1:4, 10, 18, 21, 25, 31,
through Dt 30:15-20).

The topic of “chaos” (Ge 2:4-25 and Ge 1:2) also leaves
the framework of Genesis and develops within the Pen-
tateuch:

A) The theme of “these are the generations” (Ge 2:4
through Nu 3:1);

B) The theme of “life and death” (Ge 2:9, 17 through Dt
30:15-20);

C) The theme of “food” (Ge 2:9, 17 through Dt 28:3-14).

Schematically, it may be presented as follows:

Theme of the Almighty Creator (Genesis-Deuteronomy)

“Order” “Chaos” (Ge 2:4-25 and Ge
(Ge 1:1-2:3 and Ge 1:1): 1:2):
(1) “blessing and curse”; (1) “these are the genera-
« 19 tions”;
(2) “good and evil”. (2) “life and death”;
(3) “food”.

Thematic fusion (Deuteronomy 28-30)

"1 The Deut 28-30 pas-

sage consists of the the- All these topics come together in Dt 28-30 even though
matic unit, where Moses 41 o started in different loci.” Thus, the contrast has been
tells Israel about bless- y X . : > .

ings for obedience and created intentionally by the author of the Pentateuch in
curses for disobedience, binary manner (“order” and “chaos”), in order to disclose

and admonishes the peo- 1o theme of the Almighty Creator more expressively.

ple to choose the first.
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Conclusion

The view of the proponents of the Creatio ex Nihilo Model of
creation (model three in our discussion) has an exegetical
problem in the form of a sharp contradiction between the
“chaos” of Ge 1:2 and the “order” of Ge 1:1. The fourth mod-
el of creation configured in our work is able, in our view, to
solve this problem, while not denying the main tenets of cre-
atio ex nihilo.

The theological significance of Ge 1:1-2:3 and Ge 2:4-
25 as two independent presentations of one and the same
creation done from different angles, is understandable only
from the standpoint of their independent literary devel-
opment in the Pentateuch. At the same time, each presen-
tation represents a complementary half of one theologi-
cally indissoluble unit, because both presentations come
together in the same significant passage of Dt 28-30.

In other words, the difference between the two repre-
sentations of creation upon which all the liberal interpre-
tations of the book of Genesis are based, was created by
Moses intentionally, in order to show more expressively
the grandeur of the work done by Almighty God, the Cre-
ator of the universe. The same, but more subtle, intention
of Moses is observable in the contrast between Ge 1:1 and
Ge 1:2: the first verse of the Bible is a one-verse represen-
tation of the whole of Ge 1:1-2:3, while the second repre-
sents the whole of Ge 2:4-25. We may conclude that cre-
atio ex nihilois not only doctrinal, but the Biblical principle
according to which the world was created.
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